5%3/
SOURCE: CEFRCLIS US EPA, SUPERFUND PROGRAM RUN TIME: 4/25/09 4:08 PM
LONG-TERM HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION WORKSHEET

Site Name: MATTHIESSEN AND HEGELER ZINC COMPANY EPAID: 1L0D00064782

NPL Stelus® Currently on the Final NPL

Fejon: 05 Section: SFD/RRB#1/RRS3: 090594400 Primary RPM: COLLIER, DEMAREE

FE Sunvey Status:  Insufficient Data to Determine Human Exposure Control Status

HE IZstimated Cont-ol Date: 9/30/2025  LTHHP Estimated Control Date: 9/30/2025 HE Last Review Date: 5/23/2008 RPM Certified: Yes

Just fication “ype Justification Date:

Juet fication “ext: If site status has changed, please enter a justification as to why the status has changed:

.“:,DKNVNS eﬁW R

(st ot ‘:MX‘J >

Definition: The Long-Term Human Health Protection EI documents the progress achieved towards providing long-term
human heaith protection by measuring the incremental progress achieved in controlling unacceptable human exposures at
a cite.

o T — s N Ca N - . Ny y 7.5’77 o .
Siep 1 Is there sufficient known and reliable information to make an evaluation on human exposure at this site | Insifficient Data

Ansver:  No N |‘ to Determine
' 0 Human Exposure
 SDMS Numer(s). EPAR —‘91 Control Status
ion §
/ Lst Reference Document(s): egion § Records Ctr.

A i

372416

Yes

[Step z: Have all long-term human exposure-related cleanup goals been met for the entire site?

Answiar:

Yes “Long-Term
SDMS Number(s) Human Health |
rote
L.st Reference Documentrs): Achiecvl(;?
No
Step <: Are there complete human exposure pathways between contaminated groundwater, soll surface water,
edimznt or air media and human receptors such that exposures can be reasonably expected under current
cndit ons?
" Ansve2r:
o SDMS Numrer(s)
‘-'T"_‘T List Peference Documentts):
Yes
Etep 4: Ae the actual or reasanably expected human exposures associated with the complete pathways identified in
’ tep & withir acceptable limits under current conditions?
- Curfent Hurman
| Ansyrar: No Exprosures Not
SDMS Mumber(s) Controfled

| L st Reference Documents); ‘ '

{continued on next page) \L Yes




{continued from previous page)

tep 5. Is the site Consiruction Complete. s the remedy operating as intended. and are engineering and institutional
ontrols (if required). in place and effective? I Current Human
No Exposures
Answer: _—%4 Controlled
SDMS Number(s): [
; ‘ List Reference Document(s):

Current Human |
Yes Exposure
Controlled and
Protective
Remedy in Place‘

Step 6. Are there continuing exposures at the: site? Answer Yes only if EPA (or a state or PRP] has exhausted all
response actions and legal authorities to prevent unacceptable human exposure, yet exposures continue due to a
refusal by the property owner(s) to participatz in the remedy (e.qg.. refusal to accept a municipal water supply hookup)
AND the region wishes to exercise its discretion to classify this site as Human Exposure Under Control, consistent
with the requirements laid out in the Superfund Enwironmental indicators Guidance (OSWER 9285.02. March 2008,
pages 4-10 and 4-11).

Answer:

Exposure Pathway Description

i Human Exposure is NOT under control, pleas2 describe the exposure pathway.

'v| Approved by Headquarters Environmental Coordinator
Unofficial

ompany Superfund Site. The site was used for a variety of industrial activities including mining and smelting, and metals contamination of
oils and nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. Exposure pathways include possible trespassers on the site as well as
earby off-site residents to soil contamination, and aquatic receptors. The site is fenced except along the Vermillion River. Remedial
nvestigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling began in July 2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site {including the
ittle Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conducting the investigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some
esidential soil screening around the Site for contaminants that may have migrated off-site and into residential yards. The results from this
ampling event does not indicate that high levels of wide-spread contamination have migrated off-site, but supplemental sampling is needed
o fill in data gaps to ensure that no areas have been missed. The full results of this residential sampling effort, along with the resuits from
he on-site sampling and river sampling, will be used in the generation of the risk assessment report which is planned to be completed

ometime in 2009.

Official
***** |

gurrently, there Is insufficient information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control status at the Matthiessen and Hegeler Zinc |
ompany Superfund Site. The site was used for a variety of industrial activities including mining and smelting, and metals contamination of \
hoils and nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. Exposure pathways include possible trespassers on the site as well as

earby off-site residents to soil contamination, and aquatic receptors. The site is fenced except along the Vermillion River. Remedial
Investigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling began in July 2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site (including the

ittle Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conducting the investigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some
residential soll screening around the Site for contaminants that may have migrated off-site and into residential yards. The resuits from this
ampling event does not indicate that high levels of wide-spread contamination have migrated off-site, but supplemental sampling is heeded
o fill in data gaps to ensure that no areas have been missed. The full results of this residential sampling effort, along with the results from
the on-site sampling and river sampling, will be used in the generation of the risk assessment report which is planned to be completed

sometime in 2009.

Approvals (Initial and Date)
PM Section Chief Technical Review Branch Chief IMC Data Entry |

R
Wz 1-Foj RL€ 2|afoq]  per g iype 2 ﬂtﬂTzﬁ

S poVED Partacthpp,
Juw 2004



RUM DATE: 10/30/08 14:06

SOURCE: CERCLIS

Superfund Migration of Contaminated
Ground Water Under Control
Worksheet

V4 ’
Q&:ONFIDENTIAL. FOR

INTERNAL USE ONLY

De’initon Is the migration of contaminated ground water being controlied through engineered or natural processes?

Region: 05

Site Name:

MATTHIESSEN AND HEGELER ZINC COMPANY

Section: Primary RPM: DEMAREE COLLIER

GW Survey Status:

Justific ation Date:

Estimated Under Control Date:

Justification Text: If site status has changed. Please enter a justification as to why the status has changed:

EPA ID: IL0000064782

Insufficient Data to Determine Contaminated Groundwater Migration Control Status

Justification Type:

9/306/2025

Unknown - just gettingﬁ ready to start the RI.

Stop, you do not

Q Deoes the site currently have contaminated ground water or did site conditions No g
warrant EPA's investigation or remediation of ground water contamination in the past? |—————> need to
complete the
GM E|
Answer:  Yes
- N \ll Yes
~
Step 1. Based on the most current data on the site, has all available
nsufficient A relevantsignificant information on known and reasonably suspected releases to
Data/No ‘| geound water been considered in this determination?
]
S Answer: Insufficient Data
SDMS/Control Number:
List Reference Document(s):
l Yes
Step 2. Is ground water known or reasonably suspected to be "contaminated” above
I-sufficient | appropriately protective risk-based "levels” (applicable promulgated standards, as well _
JataNo as other appropriate standards, guidelines, or criteria) as a result No Contaminated
P . Ground Water
of a retease from the site? > Migration Under
Answer: Contro!
SDMS/Control Number:
List Reference Document(s):
Yes
Step 3. Is the migration of contaminated ground water stabilized (such that
I-sufficient | contaminated ground water is expected to remain within "existing area of
Data/ho contaminated ground water”) as defined by the monitoring locations designated at No
€ " the time of this determination?
Answer:
SDMS/Control Number:
List Reference Document(s):




Yes
Insufficient " . " . . )
Data/No Step 4. Does "contamirated” ground water discharge into surface water bodies? No
€&————| Answer:
SDMS/Controt Number
List Reference Document(s).
Yes
) Step 5. Can the dischaige of "contaminated” ground water into the surface water be No
Insufficient | shown to be "currently acceptable” as defined (i.e.. not cause unacceptable impacts to
Data/No surface water, sediments., or ecosyslems that should not be allowed to
continue until a final remedy decision can be made and implemented)?
Answer:
SDMS/Control Number:
List Reference Document(s):
i Yes
Step 6. Will ground water monitoring/measurement data ( and surface
Insufficient | water/sediment/ecological data as necessary) be collected in the future to verify that
Data/No contaminated ground water has remained within the horizontal (or vertical. as |
necessary) dimensions of the “existing area" of contaminated ground water?
Answer: No
—>
SDMS/Control Number
List Reference Document(s):
Yes
v J{ \
Insufficient Data to Contaminated Ground Contaminated Ground
Determine Contaminated Water Migration Under Water Migration Not
Ground Water Migration Contsol Under Control

Under Control Status

Approvals (Initial and Date)

RPM

Section Chief Technical Review Branch Chief IMC

Data Entry,

/)7(_7, (2-236

MJ““"_} v A—f‘:"jf"a

3f. S1/5
77/




Superfund Environmental Indicators Survey
Human Exposure Under Control & Groundwater Migration Under Control

st ) L. Site Information

Region: ' S

Suate: L

FFA ID: _LLOD D00 Y T8
‘\"\:\MCSSQ\/UJV \‘\QC\ AN

O3 Yes & No

Sie Name:

Cuonstruction Complete:

Step 2. Human Exposure Under Control

Nocs the site have cgntaminated groundwater? (In the universe of 1180 groundwater sites identified as of EQY 2000).
E;Y“CS ] No (Go to Step 4)

s thz migration of contaminated groundwater from the site being controlled through engineered remedies or natural V

prec 2sses? JA '
R
{1 Yes g ﬁ/ﬁ'ment Data ) i

_~tep 4. Regional Contact Information

' apleted by :
(signature)

(print)

(title)

(phone)

Date

“upervisor:

(signature)

) 7
(prmt) A/ém#';w T /{ {AW.CO\_/ [P

(title) “Eerton cli6F RPSs Ho
(Phone)  (%,2) 906~ 1geq 2.
Date -/ (o2 .
e



file:///LOmOOIom29
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Ne Il determination? . ( : v S
"""" — I'xplain Rationale: \ [ : —_—

Superfund Human Exposure Under Control Worksheet

iefiniton: A-e all identified human exposure pathways from contanination at the site under control or bzlow health-based levels
' current land and‘or groundwater use conditions? “*Under control” means that adequately protective contrals are in place 1o prevent
“ v anaceepta sle human exposure under current land- and groundwater- use conditions only. This environmental indicator does

1 consider potential future land- or groundwater- use conditions nor ccological receptors.
Regior: g

State -

Era 1 _ Y 79’%

Size Name: L x dutck p(ﬁ—;&Q“

step |. Based on the most current data for the site, has all available relevant/significant information o
l.nown contaminants to soil, surface water/sediments, and air at the NPL site been considered in this

L.1st Site Reference Document:

\\
[liYc s ) /

Step 2 .Are groundwatcr, soil. surface water, scdiAwrré, or air media known or reasonably suspected
 be "contaminated” above appropriately protective risk-based *‘levels” (applicable promulgated
~andards. as well as otler apprqpriate stam idelines. guidance, or ¢g ':ygo known contaminants? {
"5 I. »lain Rationale: M_aio [AS\ gr Scony ‘vu.hﬁ?l
Insu Fic ont : .l
[iata -
List Site Reference Document: \’ \\
Ye.
Step 3. Are there complete pathways between “contamination” and human receptors such that exposures
an be reasonably expecyed under the curregt land- 3pd ground water-use) gondiions?
I'xplain Rationale: Qi Mo colr S No
lesutficent | - >
Cata -
i 1 1st Site Reference Document: _ ~
.iYC%
/:—J»-_‘\:: )H.n/ '
e Z = “etep 4. Are the potential exposures from Step 3 withth acceptable limits under current (land and
'/ 1 4 S i sround water use) conditions (e.g., within the cancer risk range or HI<~1)? Yes
e .‘__.__,_’A xplain Rationale: —>
('Y ’”}'
] N T '7 B ‘
2. €27 | yist Sie Reference Document: P
SIS ) allN4
= / [N
7
. !
"
:)(:? ':_,/:-"‘:::#‘-‘
g [Py #CH
//;5 A .
7 . : .
a /J«ﬁ FEICIENT YES, Site Does
o Miore Informanon N Mecet Definition
L 4iMoke Determing
X{: / S
Y . /
N
L



1 ef.nitjion.
Regian:
S:atc

Superfund Migration of Contaminated
Ground Water Under Control Worksheet

- the mizration of contaminated ground water from the site being controlled through engineered or natural

0000y Y18°A

processes”

EPA (D
Site ~ame: M/l wf‘“alws&{vi \—A’Q‘\QKQ"\
Step |. Based on the most current data on the site, has all available relevant/significant information on
known and reasonably sugpected releases to the grdund w ater,been considered 1@&& ermination?
AL Expluin Rationale: P +~° w19/t covy V‘Cl >
.
{ List Site Reference Document: - i .
RAC)
Step > s ground water known or reasonably suh)ecfcd to be "contaminated” above appropriately
protective risk-based “levels™ (applicable promulgated standards, as well as other appropriote standards,
guidelines, or cnreria) aza result of a relcayd from, the p f / No
llniLﬁ"('i‘ni Explair Rationale: D'\j ~Quay n\ glco"\( V\C( / S/ | o YES.
Dass —_— Site Docs
— Meet
List Site Reference Document: —— Definition
[¥Yes)
1 . ; tepbtabili i .
Step 3 Is the migration of contaminated ground Wateg stabilized (such that contaminated ground water
X 1s expacied to remain within “existing arca oi contaminated ground water”) as defined by the monitoring
/ locatiors designated at the tme of this determination? .
/<e—f—7—J Explzin Rationale: No
" nsufficiant
TR 1 e
\:\ List Sit: Retercnce Document:
P yYes
|
“ Step -+ Does “contaminated” ground water discharge into surface water bodies?
i Explain Rationale: ’
Pr— No
Inst ffie 2nt F—
Dar T
: List Siw: Reference Document:
yYes
Step 3. Can the discharge of “contaminatcd” ground water into surface water be shown to be “currently
acceprable™ as defined (i.c, not cause unacceptable impacts to surface water, sediments, or ecosystems
that should not be allowed to continue until a final remedy decision can be made and implemented)?
~<-——--—1 FExplain Rationale: No
lu<L ffic.e >
Danx }
List Sute Reference Document:
¥Yes
Step #. Will ground water monitoring/mcasurement data (and surface water/sediment/ccological data -
as necessary) be collected in the future to ventfy that contaminated ground water has remained within
the henzonta! (or vertical, as recessary ) dirae isiors of the “existiag arca™ of contaminaled ground water? Na
I suffic ent| Explain Rationale: ———
Dara
List Site Reference Document:
i 2 - 1\&5 v
'
INS 'FEFICIENT DATA, ) NO, Site Does Not
\Mor: Infor:anos Needod YES, Site Does Mcet Definition Mect Defintion

1% akd Deermy m[m‘h\
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Superfund Environmental Indicators Survey
l Long-Term Human Health Protection & Groundwater Migration Under Control

_S!g]_)_’l. Site Information

leron; {
~ate ’b

1.Pa ID: LLQOQOOL‘%_?KL

“1¢ hama; rY\tLH’t—\iCSSQ—\ ‘V H@t’,lof Zu':c, Co . Sr){,
= .

orstruction Complete: O Yes =

_SleE_’ Long-Term Human Health Protection

Ar: wll identified Fuman exposure pathways from contamination at the site under control or below health-based levels
for carvent lad and/er groundwater use conditions? “Under control” means that adequately protective controls are in
p 1ce 10 pravent any unacceptable human exposure under current land- and groundwater- use conditions only. This
envirormente | indicator does not consider potential future land- or groundwater- use conditions nor ecological

reCeplrs,.-
//
. _ .
[ Q17 iufficien data to determine HE O Current exposures not controlled O current exposures not controlled but some
human exposures control achicved
.- Current ex sosures controlled (1 Current exposures controlled and a Long-term human health protection achieved

protective remedy in place

Step 3. Contaminated Groundwater Migration Under Control

Coces the s'te have contaminated groundwater? (In the universe of 1180 groundwater sites identified as of EOY 2000).
E: Yes D No (Go o Step 4)

Is the migration of contaminated groundwater from the site being controlled through engineered remedies or natural
poesces?

[ ves O No B{fﬁciem Data

Step 4. Regional Contact Information __

Completed by : & .
(signature) - )

ein) | Jegarce  Collier
(title) ¢ ( M\
(phone) 212 -88L -~ 62(Y

Date Q_/6-05
Tpeen (signature) /‘/203‘44,\ '/t:e,a-\
(print) Levecca F{LQT'[
(e Aot Coopay Cloref
(phone) 3 I{, Cu46v
Date fl"nq 10}’

Ko 9-z3-05
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Sit: Narrer ¢ ' [T

Estimated Control Date: Wnlkinaa = guit oAty iy b g

fvt I
€L

Superfund Long-Term Human Health Protection Worksheet

Definitior: T1e Long-Term Human Health Protection El documents the progress achieved towards providing fong-term
human health protection by measuring the incremental progress achieved in controlling unacceptable human expostres at a

sile

No

-

[Slep 1. 1s enough information available to evaluate the status of human exposure
contro! using this indicator?

//’—\

insuf 8
Determine Human h\

List Reference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s): /

Yes

- \

Step 2. Have all human exposure-related cleanup goals been met for the entire
Sue?

List Reference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s):

L=

Exposure Contro!
Status

Yes | Long-Term Human
= Health Protection

No

i

Step >. Are there complete human exposure pathways between contaminated
Jroundwater, surface water, soil, sediment or air media and human receptors such
—1'hat exposures can be reasonably expected under current conditions?

.ist Rzference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s):

Yes

, %

Step 4. Are the polential human exposures associated with complete pathways

yes |#hthin acceptable limits under current conditions?

Skip to Step 6

List Reference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s):

) No l

Achieved

No Current Human
Exposures Not
Controlied

Step 5. Have any actions been taken since EPA first exercised removal or
remecial authority at the site that have significantly reduced the level of previously
tinacceptable human exposure under curreni conditions?

Current Human
Yes Exposures Not
» Controlled But Some

List Reference Documeni(s) and SDMS Number(s):

i Sten 6. Is the site Construction Complete, is the remedy operating as intended,
and are engireering and institutional controls, if required, in place and effective?

—_ —

List Reference Document(s) and SDMS Number(s):

Exposure Control
Achieved

No Current Human
Exposures
Controlled

Current Human
Yes | Exposure Controlled

et and Protective
Remedy in Place
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Re jior: S
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Es c1uted Control Date: waliaosn - joot .)Ofrj MA‘ N stvt BT

e

Superfund Migration of Contaminated
Ground Water Under Control
Worksheet

Definiticn' Is the migration of contaminated ground water baing controlled through engineered or natural processes?

warrant EPA’s investigation or remediation of ground water contamination in the

Q. Does the site currently have contaminated ground water or did site conditions
past? i

f—t

No Stop. you do not
need to

complets the
GM EI

/&Yns/

\ Step 1. Based on the mos{ current dwile. has all available relevant/
[§ Ulff’/c' M significant information on known and ¢ ably suspected releases to ground water
ala

been considered in this determmation?

List Refersnce Document(s):

+ Yes

Step 2. Is ground water known or reasonably suspected to be “conlaminated” above
appropriately protective risk-based “levels’ (applicable promulgated standards, as

Ins.ufficient
Data well as other appropriate standards, guidalines. or criteria) as a result of a release Contaminated
-+ from the site? |~ Ground Water
Migration Under
List Reference Document(s): _ Control
i Yes
Step 3. Is the migration of contaminated ground water stabilized (such that
Insufficient | contaminated ground water is expected to remain within “existing area of No
Data contaminated ground water™) as defined by the monitoring locations designated at the
-+ time of this determination?
List Refersnce Document(s);
* Yes
Insutficiant
Data Step 4. Does “contaminated” ground water discharge into surface water bodies? No
-+
List Reference Document(s):
+ Yes
Step 5. Can the discharge of “contaminated” ground waler inlo surface water be
Irsufficient | shown 1o be “currently acceptable” as defined (i.e., not cause unacceptable impacts
Data to surface water, sediments, or ecosystems that should not be allowed 1o continue No
- —— until a final remedy decision can be made and implemented)? »-
List Raferance Documani(s):
+ Yes
1-suficient | Slep 6. Will ground water monitoring/measurement data (and surface water/
Data sadiment/ecological date as necessary) be coliecied in the future to verify that T
4—-————-1 contaminated ground wa. ar has remained within the horizontal {or vertical, as No
nacessary) dimensions of the “existing area” of contaminated ground water?
List Reference Documeny(s):
= = Yes
'4'/ l Y
’ lr-sull!l cient Datato Contaminated Contaminated
L utgrmine Ground Water Ground Water
(,m;l:l:l n::g(.’ (?roun(l Migration Under Migration Not
ater Migraton Conirol Under Controt

Ur der Control Status

\_\\ /

\
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Superfund Migration of Contaminated Ground Water Under Control Worksheet
Def nition: Is the migration of contaminated ground water being controlled through engineered or natural processes?
Site Name: MATTHIESSEN AND EBEGELER ZINC COMPANY EPAID: IL0000064782
GW Survey Status: Insufficient Data to Determine Contaminated Groundwater

Migration Control Status
Estimated Under Control Date {if not under control): 9/30/2025

Justfication Text: If site status has changed. Please enter a justification as to why the stalus has changed:
Unkiowmn -~ just getting ready to start the RI.

‘Step, you do not;

Q. Does the site currently have contaminated ground water or did site conditions warrant EPA’s No d !
investigation or remediation of ground water contamination in the past? > need to
complete the
Answer: Ya@s GM EI
— W Yes
- -
r/ . ep 1. Based on the most current data on the site, has all available relevant/significant
Insufficient |k, rmation on known and reasonably suspected releases to ground water been considered in this

S f)alf{Nﬁ ~fdetermination?

“r

Answer: Insufficient Data

List Reference
Document(s}):

rYes

Step 2 Is ground water known or reasonably suspected to be "contaminated” above
Insufficient [appropriately protective risk-based "levels” (applicable promulgated standards, as well as other

Contamunated -

DataMo ; ideli Har s .
o . appropriate standards, guidelines, or criteria) as a result of a release from the site? . No Ground Water
Answer: Migration Under
Controt

List Re‘erence
Document(s): o

\v Yes

Step 3. s the migration of contaminated ground water stabilized (such that contaminated ground
Insufficient | water is expected to remain within "existing area of contaminated ground water”) as
Data/No | defined by the monitoring locations designated at the time of this determination? No
N
T | Answer:
List Reference
Document(s):
v Yes
Insuflicient n ; " : f <
Data/N- Step 4. Does "contaminated” ground water discharge into surface water bodies? No
<. | Answer
List Reference
Document(s):
w Yes
) Step 5. Can the discharge of "contaminated" ground water into the surface water be shown to be
Insufficient { "currently acceptable” as defined (i.e.. not cause unacceptable impacts to surface water, N
< Data/Nz sediments, or ecasystems that should not be allowed to continue until a final remedy decision can ©
ST """ be made and implemented)?
‘ Answer:
List Reference
Document(s):
{I Yes
! Step 6 Will ground water monitoring/measurement data ( and surface watet/sediment/ecological
Insuficient data as necessary) be collected in the future to verify that contaminated ground water has L
[;at; a/N:- remained within the horizontal (or vertical, as necessary) dimensions of the "existing area” of
<______: contamunated ground water?
Answer: No
List Reference | N
\]l Document(s): {
_ '}
lusutficient Cata tc Determine w Yes Contaminated Ground
(ortaminatzd Ground Water Contaminated Ground Water ! Water Migration Not
M gration Under _C_cmtrol Status Migration Under Control ‘ - Under Control
Remedial Project Manager:/ .DPEMAREE COLLIER Date Completed %D/\
- ‘ . 2 . [l
- ’I . - 3 yaurs / - . 1 ’H
L Eg ‘\. i e k(' ,-L\_,. - /( oM Ul \}\

T %{f‘r}))ﬂ ‘D 1
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SOURCE: CERCLUIS US EPA, SUPERFUND PROGRAM RUN TIME: 2/24/11 12:24 PM
LONG-TERM HUMAN HEALTH PROTECTION WORKSHEET

Site Name: MATTHIESSEN AND HEGELER ZINC COMPANY EPA ID: 1L0000064782

NPL Status: Currently on the Final NPL

Region: 05 Section: SFD/RRB#1/RRS3: 090594401 Primary RPM: COLLIER, DEMAREE
HE Survey Status:  insufficient-Data-to-Determine-Human-Bxpesure-Contral Status NOT UN D) Et{ ) I’UT@ 0L

HE Estimated Control Date: 3/31/2011  LTHHP Estimated Control Date: 9/30/2025 HE Last Review Date: 12/20/2010 RPM Certified: Yes

Justification Type: Justification Date:

Justification Text: If site status has changed, please enter a justification as to why the status has changed:

| [l
. _ . , o

| ? leare  see C’CH-GLL(JL -oalso ‘G)\' o d \97/ C.imaa | ‘

|

Definition: The Long-Term Human Health Protection El documents the progress achieved towards providing long-term
human health protection by measuring the incremental progress achieved in controlling unacceptable human exposures at
a site.

Step 1: Is there sufficient known and reliable information to make an evaluation on human exposure at this site?

\

Insufficient Data

‘(Answer: Neo YES ! to Determine

; No Human Exposure
SDMS Number(s): Control Status

lList Reference Document(s): 'D((A,pf 28 @E\"Q{if ; . ‘
| DUAET @ik Pssessimunk Raper L |

Yes

“Step 2: Have all long-term human exposure-related cleanup goals been met for the entire site? |

| Answer:  N\JO J rﬁn_g-ﬁm_jt

\SDMS Number(s): Yes > Hl::n::tr;(;‘%i“h
}

|
:List Reference Document(s): — | ; L Achieved i
| Some  ds ot | o
| J
{
L—

o - B
No

(Ste;.) 3 Aﬁthgre complete human exposure pathways between contaminated groundwater, soil surface water, 1

ied:;nent. ’C)Jf air media and human receptors such that exposures can be reasonabily expected under current |

conditions?

I Answer: \/ ES !

No | SDMS Number(s): !
e_“ List Reference Document(s): ‘
|

,J Sl - Ay adbot ’
\ \

Yes

Step 4: A_refﬂ'ie actual or reasonably expected human exposures associated with the complete pathways identified in |
Step 3 within acceptable limits under current conditions? |

|
| Answer: WO

SDMS Number(s):

List Reference Document(s): |

Exposures Not
Controlled

\ (continued on next page) \]/ Yes




(continued from previous page)

Step 5: Is the site Construction Complete, is the remedy operating as intended, and are engineering and mstltutlonal i

; ' List Reference Document(s):
|

r
o |

Fep 6: Are there continuing exposures at the site? Answer Yes only if EPA (or a state or PRP) has exhausted ali |
response actions and legal authorities to prevent unacceptable human exposure, yet exposures continue due to a ‘
\refusal by the property owner(s) to participate in the remedy (e.g., refusal to accept a municipal water supply hookup)‘
ND the region wishes to exercise its discretion to classify this site as Human Exposure Under Control, consistent ‘

ith the requirements laid out in the Superfund Environmental Indicators Guidance (OSWER 9285.02, March 2008,
‘pages 4-10 and 4-11).

Answer:

Exposure Pathway Description

Current Human

Yes Exposure
Controlled and ‘
Protective |
i
I
]

;controls (if required), in place and effective? Current Human
. — % Exposures W
Answer:
' new Controlled |
; SDMS Number(s): :

Remedy in Place

If Human Exposure is NOT under control, please describe the exposure pathway.

¥ Approved by Headquarters Environmental Coordinator —
Unofficial

fThere is insufficient information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control at the Matthiessen and Hegeler Zinc Company |

uperfund Site. The site was used for a variety of industrial activities includi ining and smelting. Metals contamination of soils and
nearby water bodies is expected to be the primary risk. Exposure ays include possible trespassers on the site as well as nearby
off-site residents, who may be exposed to soil contaminatio e site is fenced except along the Vermillion River. Remedial
nvestigation/Feasibility Study (RI/FS) sampling be i July 2007, with a PRP conducting the work on a portion of the Site (including the
Little Vermillion River) and U.S. EPA conduc e investigation on the remaining part of the Site. U.S. EPA also completed some
residential soil screenlng around the or contaminants that may have migrated off-site and into residential yards. Two follow-up data
gap sampling efforts in the res] ial area were conducted in 2009 and early 2010 to conclude the final field work at the site. Initial results
have shown relatlvely | vels of metais contamination in the residential area. Once the risk assessment is finalized there shouid be

ufficient infor n to make some conclusions regarding the human exposure control status at the site.
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There is insufficient information to determine the site-wide Human Exposure Control status at Tessen and Hegeler Zinc Company

uperfund Site. The snte was used for a vanety of lndustnal activities lncludmg mi
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